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The only difficulty is to determine at what stage administration
ends and beneficial distribution begins.1 It has been held, for
instance, that though all debts have been paid and a net residue
ascertained, yet, if the beneficiaries are infants, the right of an
administrator under the Administration of Estates Act2 to post-
pone the realization of the English assets is still exercisable,
since postponement is a matter of administration.3 It has also
been held that a rule of the lex domicilii restricting the authority
of an executor to a period of one year from the death of the
testator must be disregarded in the English administration.4
Disposal After all debts have been paid by an ancillary administrator
°f "wet! according to the law of England, the usual procedure is for
him to remit any surplus assets to the principal administrator,
in order that they may be distributed among the beneficiaries
according to the lex domicilii.5 But this remission of assets is
not a matter of course. It is within the discretion of the English
court whether surplus assets shall be remitted to the domicil
for purposes of beneficial distribution or whether that distribu-
tion shall be made from England. The sole function of the lex
domicilii with regard to English assets is to regulate their
beneficial distribution, not to allocate them in payment of
debts. An immoderate use was made of this rational principle
in the much debated case of In re Lorillard^
The testator, domiciled in New York, died leaving assets and
creditors both in England and America. Administration proceedings
were taken in both countries. The New York assets were exhausted,
leaving unpaid certain creditors whose debts were statute-barred by
English law but not so by the law of New York. There was a surplus of
English assets after all creditors entitled under English law had been
paid.
^ Eve J. made an order that if the American creditors did not
within two months establish that their debts were payable by
English law, the executor must not remit the assets in this
country to the New York executor, but must distribute them
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